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124y Hi Point st. 
Los .Angeles, calif. 
October 30, I 968 
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started* his next (.again, testy) letter of 6/8/68 with the followiig: 

i 

"Referring to your latest letter on the Zapruder films, you are cer- 
tainly right that the conclusion that there were only three shots 
does depend on the fact that if there had been more shots, some of 
them must have occurred within one-half second of another one. I 
fail to see why GBS should have informed the public of this half- 
second time resolution, because they did not go into any detail at 
all as to the nature of the trains of oscillations, but merely pointed 
out the three times when the three shots that showed up were ffired. 

X would take your concern about the notification of the public of the 
one-second limitation seriously if, when you publish your work, you 
put in a proviso that you cannot eliminate the possibility that 13 
more shots were fired in a frame you designate as coinciding with a 
shot. You will certainly have to agree your method has a resolution 



Mr. George Rennar 
/316 13th Avenue, N.W. 

Seattle, W§sh, 9810/ 

Dear George, - — 

in his letter to me of fi 5/10/68, Alvareat said: 

fil!5 "4 e ries of tee well- 

I attributP-d^fhA^ 0 ^ 11 ^ 10 ^ 8 * each lasting approximately one seoond. 
a t train ? “ n°t 'lie individual, pulses within 

7 f ho £* 1 “ quite oonfinced that one cannoduse this* 
metfeod to look at shots that come closer than 1 second, then 

the trains would overlap, and could not be resolved." 

in my letter to him of® 5/16/68 I s aid: 

P 138 s ^°^ ld hav e indicated to fee public that your 
analysis did not preclude more than three shots having been ffired 
if any two were fired within a second of each other, i feel sure I 
am correct in assuming that you informed them of this, am I not?" 

^ hiS 4 . distLnctly te s ty. reply of 5/23/68 he dealt with irrelevancies and 
qSesSon^s”foUwsf n ‘ letter <=° <5/31/68/ 1 repeated 

^In my last letter, on the assumption" that you had informed GBS of 
this one- second limitation, x pointed out that they should have indi— 
cated this fact to the public. You did not respond to my request for 
cL an. fic&tlon as to whether or not my assumption was correct, and I 
again ask for such clarification." 












Pg 2 

tween our two resolutions herd^ b - 

SSs3i°L^Sr^3^ ~v° 
ilSH— 

7/wiT, ST 4 tr a one - thlrd *“>- «“• ^«”Ke 5tSfi'g*,£SLr, 

_ j£f°* 1 no ^ e he repeatedly uses the same testiness in his letters 

aS ±n mille * 1 don’t know if tSsil SsnomafS- 

S^hj^ssaLSjtion Xt ^ r ® s * rved for those questioning his findings 
on tne assassination. Dr. ALvarez protests too much. ^ 



iife 



Sincerely, 






end* KM letter to 1A, June 15, <68 







